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Abstract 
Knowing is constituted in, and thus, inseparable from practice. The conceptualization it suggests is 
different from the epistemology of possession that underlies prior work in knowledge management. To 
capture, represent and manage ‘knowing,’ we propose a novel class of solutions – experience 
management systems. An experience management system consists of practice vignettes, vignette 
representation, and vignette generation. We envision the solution as a challenge to, yet an extension of, 
the notion of case-based reasoning systems. The paper outlines the kernel theories that contribute to the 
solution, and illustrates our efforts in the context of conflict management in large-scale projects. 
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1 Introduction 
The design of knowledge management systems has long focused on “sharing” (Ackerman, Dachtera, 
Pipek, & Wulf, 2013). Existing systems either externalize and combine explicit knowledge (“knowledge 
sharing”) or work as a map to locate and socialize tacit knowledge (“expertise sharing”) (Ackerman et al., 
2013; Alavi & Leidner, 2001). The design of these systems, therefore, is aimed at structuring codified 
knowledge, or sometimes, creating a directory to map resources who own un-codified knowledge (Alavi & 
Leidner, 2001). While useful, these systems are limited because they follow the implicit premise that 
knowledge exists prior to practice or that it can be captured and stored independent from the practice, 
and can be transferred between people without variances. 
Instead of treating knowledge as a stock or a set of discrete elements possessed by individuals or 
organizations, the concept of knowing advances our understanding of knowledge that some knowledge is 
constituted by a person acting in a particular setting (Cook & Brown, 1999; Orlikowski, 2002). Knowing 
emerges from the dynamic interaction between human agency and social structure (Orlikowski, 2002). 
Knowing is, thus, inseparable from the practice in which it is situated, and can only be understood and 
articulated along with the situated practice.  
In this study, we propose a novel class of systems, one that may be described as “‘knowing 
management system” instead of “knowledge management system.” We coin the phrase Experience 
Management System to describe this class of systems. We envision it as a system designed to assist an 
individual user or a small group to manage knowing situated in practice. We describe the design 
components of an experience management system, which includes a new construct to represent previous 
experience – vignettes. The other design components in an experience management system include 
mechanisms for vignette retrieval and visualization, and vignette generation. We attempt to clarify how 
vignettes can be used to convey rich yet abstract information to support the user to capture knowing 
constituted in past actions when coping with new problems. The goal of this paper is to outline the “kernel 
theories” that contribute to this work, demonstrate an initial design of an experience management system, 
and illustrate it within the context of conflict management in large-scale projects.  
2 Prior Work 
2.1 Knowledge and Knowing 
The now-established definition of knowledge is ‘justified belief’ that increases people’s capacity for 
effective action (Nonaka, 1994). The dominant perspective to explain the meaning of knowledge can be 
described as the “epistemology of possession,” which treats knowledge as a stock or a set of discrete 
elements that can be possessed by individuals or organizations (Cook & Brown, 1999). A less-practiced, 
yet, in our view, an equally important perspective is based on an “epistemology of practice,” which 
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focuses on the emergence of knowledge within the ongoing and situated actions of people as they 
engage in practice (Cook & Brown, 1999; Orlikowski, 2002).  
Scholars distinguish these two by describing the latter as knowing. Inspired by studies conducted 
in the fields of cognition and anthropology (Hutchins, 1991; Lave & Wenger, 1991), scholars find that the 
scope of knowledge is far beyond what people hold and possess. Instead, they note that some 
knowledge is “inherent in the capability to go on” within practice (Giddens, 1986), and describe such 
capabilities as knowing (Cook & Brown, 1999; Orlikowski, 2002). Different from knowledge that can be 
codified or possessed by people as static capability or stable disposition, knowing refers to a capability 
that is enacted or contains the potential for enactment in a manner that is continuously constituted and 
reconstituted in everyday practice. For example, an early study found that shoppers were able to do 
complex math at shopping but failed to solve equivalent calculation problems in an exam setting (Lave & 
Wenger, 1991). Because knowing is constituted by a person acting in particular settings and engaging 
both physical and social world, it is impossible to separate it from practice, nor capture / understand such 
knowing without articulating the practice that surrounds it. This poses a quandary to knowledge 
management systems, which, by their very definition, are aimed at organizational solutions, which require 
an emphasis on the epistemology of possession. 
2.2 Knowledge Management System 
Knowledge management system refers to a class of information systems that support the creation, 
transfer, and application of knowledge in organizations (Alavi & Leidner, 2001). The design of knowledge 
management system has long focused on “sharing” (Ackerman et al., 2013). Based on the dichotomy 
between explicit and tacit knowledge (Polanyi, 1966) and the conversion model between them (Nonaka, 
1994), two types of applications have been proposed for knowledge management: integrative applications 
to support knowledge sharing and interactive applications to support expertise sharing (Ackerman et al., 
2013; Zack, 1999). Integrative applications focus on providing a knowledge repository that can be 
consumed by anyone without resorting to knowledge producers. Supporting information technologies 
includes ontology, data mining, expert systems, workflow systems, and so on, that can assist or enable 
externalizing, codifying, and applying knowledge (Alavi & Leidner, 2001). Interactive applications are 
focused primarily on supporting the socialization of tacit knowledge (Nonaka, Byosiere, Borucki, & Konno, 
1994), ensuring that tacit knowledge is better created and transferred via interactions among people. 
Interactive applications, therefore, facilitate or enhance these interactions with technologies such as 
online discussion forum, corporate directories, and knowledge networks (Alavi & Leidner, 2001).  
Both applications for knowledge sharing and expertise sharing follow a similar set of 
assumptions: knowledge is a resource that can be owned and transferred to generate organizational 
competency (Orlikowski, 2002). They are, therefore, limited by the premise that knowledge can be 
captured independent from the practice, and can be transferred between people without variances. They 
do not allow a basis for capturing and managing knowing. One possible exception to the above 
characterization is case-based reasoning (CBR) systems.   
2.3 Case-based Reasoning Systems 
A case-based reasoning system refers to a type of expert system or decision support system designed for 
the purpose of coding and sharing of best practices  in the form of cases, which can be reused in new 
problem context (Kolodner, 1992; Ross, Fang, & Hipel, 2002). The theoretical foundation of case-based 
reasoning remains a problem solving paradigm (Aamodt & Plaza, 1994). Instead of relying on general 
knowledge of a domain, or codified associations between problems and conclusions, case-based 
reasoning assists users to solve a new problem based on previous experiences. A case-based reasoning 
system achieves this by storing and indexing a sufficient amount of previous experiences as cases. When 
a new problem arises, the user can retrieve past cases and adapt them to address the current problem. 
Case-based reasoning systems are useful for identify readily applicable solution to a new problem. 
However, case-based reasoning systems cannot capture and convey emergent, situated details such as 
the processes that lead to the problem resolution. Instead, a case-based reasoning system relies on 
characteristics of problems. A case, in spite of the nomenclature, often omits the process, and instead, 
uses a mapping between the case characteristics and problem circumstance for case indexing and 
retrieval (Kolodner, 1992). To respond to the problem we have outlined, developing an experience 
management system to capture and manage knowing, we propose an extension to the ideas underlying 
case-based reasoning systems.  
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3 Research Method 
We adopt the design science research method (Hevner, March, Park, & Ram, 2004). The starting point 
for our effort is defining a class of problems. We note that a significant amount of knowledge in 
organizations falls into the category of knowing. Managing knowing, thus, represents “a class of 
problems” that we address by applying information technologies (Fischer, Gregor, & Aier, 2012). To 
address the problem, we use the design science approach (Hevner et al., 2004), i.e., we investigate the 
class of problems by attempting to design and implement a type of system that can cope with knowing in 
organizations. By doing so, we aim to progress towards design principles and eventually, a design theory 
about this class of systems (Gregor & Jones, 2007). Following the precepts of design science research 
(Hevner et al., 2004; Sein, Henfridsson, Purao, Rossi, & Lindgren, 2011), we adopt the iterative process 
model suggested by Peffers et al. (2007) to guide the research. Although the initial efforts we report in 
this paper follow a design science approach (Hevner et al., 2004), we believe that later cycles in the effort 
are likely to follow an action design research approach (Sein et al., 2011) because of the ensemble 
nature of the artifact. This research-in-progress paper reports findings achieved in our initial investigations 
and design.  
4 Experience Management Systems 
We envision the class of solutions as an Experience Management System to capture and leverage 
knowing situated in practice. We draw upon and extend case-based reasoning systems to propose the 
design of Experience Management Systems. We argue that an Experience Management System is an 
ensemble artifact (Orlikowski & Iacono, 2001). Figure 1 outlines the components of the ensemble. We 
note that this research-in-progress paper, however, is aimed at describing the design components that 
form the software foundation for an experience management system. 
 
 
Figure 1: Design of Experience Management Systems 
 Based on the premise that knowing is constituted in practice, an Experience Management System 
is designed for use by an individual user or a small group to generate and capture knowing by referring to 
prior experiences. Prior experiences are organized through the construct called Vignettes (Zhang & 
Purao, 2013). Instead of storing pre-existing knowledge, an Experience Management System, thus, 
enables the users to reflect on both the current problem and his/her previous experiences with similar 
problem situations and generate knowing to solve the problem. Since knowing is generated in the 
interaction between the system and the user, the current problem setting and its idiosyncrasies serve as 
the starting point for extracting and enacting ‘knowing’. This ‘knowing’ is unique to the user, and therefore, 
difficult to transfer to others. Further, knowing is generated when vignettes in the system are applied to 
solve new problems. Therefore, we argue that an experience management system is different in 
important ways from its predecessor, case-based reasoning systems (see Table 1).    
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Table 1: Comparison between Case-based Reasoning System and Experience Management System 
 Case-based Reasoning System Experience Management System 
Assumption Knowledge preexists Knowing constituted in practice 
Nature of Knowledge Stable and Generalizable Time-variant and Idiosyncratic 
Content Cases Vignettes 
Users Large Groups or Organizations Individuals or Small Groups 
 
In spite of these differences, Experience Management Systems share a similar framework of 
case-based reasoning systems from the functional perspective. Specifically, the design of an experience 
management system consists of three considerations: Vignette design, Vignette generation, and Vignette 
retrieval and representation (Main, Dillon, & Shiu, 2001). Among these, the first, Vignette design is crucial 
because it reflects the informational components and structure that provide the foundation of the system. 
4.1  Vignettes as the Core Construct 
The foundation of Experience Management Systems is Vignettes, analogous to but different in important 
ways from Cases. As case design reflects the information components and structure that provide the 
foundation of the case-based reasoning system, vignette design explains how information is structured to 
support the generation of knowing. We define a Vignette as an analytical narrative of practice. There are 
two key elements that set apart a Vignette from a case. First, it remains a narrative of practice, that is, it 
includes a story that takes us beyond a pair of problem description and solution to include the process. 
Second, it is analytical, in the sense that it is theory-infused – the narrative is described in a theory-laden 
manner that allows users to reflect on and reuse their experiences by leveraging prior research. We 
acknowledge that the two demands can be sometimes at odds. However, we argue that both are critical 
perspectives that must be a part of the Vignettes construct (see also Zhang and Purao 2013). A vignette, 
thus, is constructed to convey information about a series of events taken to be representative, typical, or 
emblematic (Erickson, 1986). Table 2 presents a comparison between a Case and a Vignette. 
 
Table 2: Comparison between Cases and Vignettes 
 Case Vignette 
Purpose Informative Analytical 
Description Focus Solution Process 
Format Experience-based Theory-based 
 
 In the design, vignettes are created to convey sufficient action and process information to rebuild 
the story of the target practice. Instead of providing single solution of the problem, the vignette is 
constructed to restore the past actions, inspire thinking and reflection, and then assist users to constitute 
knowing.  Previous studies point out two features of vignette – richness and abstraction – that qualify it for 
these analytical purposes (Zhang & Purao, 2013).  Richness means that a vignette needs to contain the 
information necessary for readers to build a picture of a set of events by activating their imagination and 
interest (Huebner, 1991; Poulou, 2001). While it is short, a vignette provides adequate information about 
a practice. By reading a vignette, a reader should be able to develop a sense of “being there” and capture 
knowing embedded in the practice (Erickson, 1986). Because of this, vignettes need to convey moment-
to-moment descriptions of the practice. Vignettes also need to be abstract. A large portion of trivial 
descriptions of a practice contribute little to capture knowing. A vignette needs to present a reduced 
account and an abstraction of the original set of events (Erickson, 1986).  It conveys information that 
reflects and sharpens only some details of the original events and leaves out others. The selection is 
conducted to heighten some analytical concepts (Erickson, 1986) and stimulate reflection and thinking 
about these aspects (Angelides & Gibbs, 2006).  
The construction of vignette, thus, heavily relies on both the experience of creator or experts as 
well as prior theoretical constructs. While the final set of constructs of a vignette varies from a domain to 
another, we contend that some constructs are essential for most situations. Based on our current design 
outcomes, we propose an initial set of constructs of vignettes, see Table 3. 
 
iConference 2015  Zhang and Purao 
5 
Table 3: Constructs of Vignettes 
Construct Definition 
Problem The issue that causes actors to take some actions. 
Actor A person who creates knowing when s/he executes actions. 
Action A behavior or message executed by an actor. 
Process A series of events occurred in response to actors’ actions. 
Outcome A result emerged at the end of the process of a problem. 
 
4.2 Representing and Populating Vignettes 
The operation of experience management systems relies on another two modules: vignette retrieval and 
visualization and vignette generation. The former module is responsible for identifying most relevant 
vignettes and representing these vignettes to support the user to generate knowing. Searching functions 
and matching approaches, such as nearest neighbor retrieval and inductive approaches (Main et al., 
2001), can be applied to implement the module. After relevant vignettes are identified, they need to be 
represented in ways that the user can quickly capture prior experiences. To this end, both text and 
interactive diagram can be applied in the system (Zhang & Purao, 2014).The vignette generation module 
includes functions that support the user to populate the vignette repository by transferring newly gained 
experiences into vignettes. Since manual approaches are tedious and time-consuming, some functions 
need to be implemented to substitute or facilitate the manual processing. For example, natural language 
processing, data mining, and heuristics can be implemented to analyze computer-mediated 
communication data or documents to generate useful information to create vignettes (Abbasi & Chen, 
2008).  
5 An Illustration: Capturing ‘Knowing’ for Conflict Management 
5.1 Conflicts in Organizations 
Conflicts refer to a pervasive phenomenon in organizations (De Dreu & Gelfand, 2008). A conflict is an 
interactive process that begins with incompatibility between interdependent parties (Putnam & Poole, 
1987; Thomas, 1992). Potential causes of conflict include differences in goals, differences in ways of 
working, or interpersonal dissonance (Jehn & Mannix, 2001; Rahim, 2010). In order to understand 
workplace conflicts and conflict management, conflicts have been intensively studied in the fields of 
organization, psychology, and communication (De Dreu & Gelfand, 2008; Putnam, 2004; Thomas, 1992). 
Relevant studies have revealed a large amount of general, explicit, and articulated knowledge about 
conflict and conflict management.  Taking a process view (Thomas, 1992), these knowledge can be 
organized into three stages: conflict antecedents(Jehn & Mannix, 2001), conflict behaviors and process 
(Olekalns, Putnam, Weingart, & Metcalf, 2008; Putnam, 2004; Rahim, 2010), and conflict outcomes 
(Jehn, 1995).   
Although this knowledge provides a high-level explanation of conflict phenomenon and conflict 
behaviors, managing conflict is still a challenging task. One of important reasons is that more situated 
knowing is required when we engage in a conflict. For example, the behaviors of conflict parties are 
influenced by a very large amount of external and internal factors, the relationship between these factors 
and the behaviors cannot be captured by un-ambiguous and invariant rules. As thus, selecting 
appropriate conflict management strategy is improvisational, conditioned by a party’s understanding of 
the current conflict situation as well as past experiences with similar situations and the opponents. 
Another important reason is attributed to our inherent limits on our cognitive ability. Since we cannot 
remember all details of past events, we lose clues to generate knowing and our actions are subject to 
predictable bias, i.e. we are more influenced by recent experiences (Kahneman, 2011). These and other 
limitations can lead to inappropriate or even counterproductive decisions and behaviors.  
A few systems have been proposed for capturing and applying conflict management knowledge 
(Kolodner & Simpson, 1989; Madani, Rouhani, Mirchi, & Gholizadeh, 2014; Ross et al., 2002). Existing 
systems are implemented to provide optimal solution to well-understood conflict situations based on 
either optimization functions or problem-solution pairs. None of them provides support to understand 
conflict situations and make decisions for conflict behaviors. One important reason of this, as mentioned 
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earlier, is that much of conflict management knowledge exists in the form of knowing that is hard to be 
captured in structured rules.  
5.2 An Experience Management System for Conflicts in Organizations 
We contend that an experience management system provides a way to overcome the challenge by 
leveraging knowing for conflict management. To capture prior conflict experiences, we first design conflict 
vignettes.  The constructs of conflict vignettes is selected based on the kernel theories achieved in prior 
conflict research, see Table 4. These constructs of conflict represent the information sets that are 
substantial for understanding conflict knowing as well as the setting in which it situates.  
 
Table 4: Constructs for Conflict Vignettes 
Construct Description Source 
Problem 
Conflict Conflict is a process in which incompatibility between Claims from Conflict Parties surfaces, and may be resolved. 
(Thomas, 
1992) 
Cause Cause refers to the reasons for the incompatibility among Claims that is understood by Conflict Parties. 
(Jehn and 
Mannix, 2001) 
Actor 
Conflict  
Party 
Conflict party refers to individuals or groups who are 
engaged in a Conflict. 
(Thomas, 
1992) 
Claim Claim represents an intrinsic interest, goal, or opinion of a Conflict Party.  
(Thomas, 
1992) 
Role Role reflects the position of a Conflict Party involved in a Conflict. 
(Putnam and 
Poole, 1987) 
Action 
Strategy Strategy represents the generic intention and plan that Conflict Parties apply for coping with Conflict. 
(Olekalns et 
al., 2008) 
Action Action is the behavior enacted by a Conflict Party.  (Rahim, 2010) 
Process Transition Transition refers to moment when the nature of the Conflict shifts substantially.  
 (Putnam, 
2004) 
Outcome Outcome Outcome represents the impact and aftermath caused by a Conflict. (Jehn 1995) 
 
We are building a prototype system to showcase the design of experience management system 
for conflict management. The vignette repository is populated with 30 conflict vignettes collected from 
bugzilla.mozilla.org, an online community. The vignettes are created by analyzing raw data. The 
prototype allows retrieval based on keyword and condition. The selected vignette is presented with text 
and a timeline visualization. Figure 2 presents an example conflict vignette. Information pertaining to the 
constructs is presented in text or diagram. 
6 Concluding Remarks and Ongoing Work 
Knowledge, especially knowing, is important for achieving individual competency (Orlikowski, 2002).  In 
this study, we contend that information systems can be designed in a way that knowing is captured, 
represented, and leveraged to solve issues that do not have standard solutions. We propose the 
experience management system, similar to but different from case-based reasoning system. The 
foundation of the system is the notion of vignette, which represents key information pertaining to a 
practice and important for generating knowing in practice. The context in which we develop our argument 
is the design of a type conflict management system that can assist users to understand conflict situations 
and make decisions for conflict behaviors.  An example conflict vignette is presented to illustrate the 
design.  
We acknowledge that there are some limitations to our design. First, design outcomes reported in 
this paper can contribute a “partial theory” with an early instantiation. We describe this as the initial step in 
a journey toward a mature design theory of experience management system (Gregor & Hevner, 2013). 
Evaluation is also required to validate the design and understand the phenomenon in which the design is 
applied. Second, the differences between case-based reasoning system and experience management 
system have not been fully investigated in terms of the retrieval and visualization functions and 
generation functions. As we progress, we anticipate that we will achieve more understanding on both 
types of functions for experience management systems and clarify principles for designing such systems.  
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Figure 2: An Example of Conflict Vignette 
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